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ABSTPACT 

This self-study report is part of the Peralta 
Coaaunity College District's recruiting project. Operation call Back. 
Poraer students who had been enrolled at Laney College for at least 
one tera between Spring 1972 and Summer 1973 were invited by letter 
to reenroll, and 2,668 (1U%) of the total population of 19,812 were 
s5urveyed by telephone to ascertain the reasons for their nonreturning 
status. The survey showed that females in the sample had a slightly 
greater ♦endency not to r<Jturn than the males. The maiority of 
nonreturnees were in the age bracket twenty to twenty-five years. The 
two na jor reasons for not returning to college were employment <39%) , 
and transfer to another school (23%) ; other reasons cited included 
moving to another area, family responsibilities, and enlisting in the 
s«»rvlce, as well as perceived poor quality of the college. Of least 
importance were the two areas within the scope of the college: lack 
of availability of a course or program (3*6X; and "too hard or 
failing" . It was concluded that "drop out" seems an invalid term 
to be applied to the nonreturning student, since the term "drop out" 
implies failure of the student as well as of the college. <BR) 
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I 

Purpose of the Study 

This study constitutes an element of Laney College's continued 
self-evaluation. A district-wide recruiting effort. Operation Call 
Back, provided the opportunity to implement the project. The study 
was desitjned to (I) gather information on the type of student who did 
not return and (2) deternine the major reasons why these former students 
did not continue their education at Laney College. 



II 

Procedure of the Study 

A letter from the college president was sent to 19,812 students who had 
not re-enrolled during the past 1% years. The letter Invited them to 
return and requested their assessment concerning the degree that Laney 
College had met their needs. 

Faculty and staff volunteered time to follow up this letter with telephone 
calls to provide these students with information on the college and 
ascertain the primary reasons for their non-returning status. The results 
of these interviews were carefully recorded and analyzed to indicate the 
findings noted in this report. 



Ill 

The Population and Sample 

The total population included 19,812 former students who were enrolled 
for at least one term from Spring, 1972 to Summer, 1973. Of these, 
twenty-six percent (26.2",) or 5,186 were called. Fourteen percent 
(2,668) -if the total population was actually interviewed; 3% made 
coun<^cl ir.i; appointrionts and the remaining 11% indicated they would be 
un.ible t.y return for the Spring term. 

Complete data was gathered on 1,195 of these non-returning students. 
Th'i^ the findings of the study are based on actual interviews with 77, 
of the total population or 23X of all students who were called and 59% 
o£ those who indicated they definitely would not return for the Sprine. 
197/ f 6» 



con AVMliWU 

Disiussiv^n of KinJiny^s ; 

WHO ARE Tin: NON-RKTURNING STUOENTS? 

Tie sample statistics rovoal that females have a slightly greater 
t or.-ltsivN (l.c? ) HvU to roturn than nuiles. Persons between 20 and *k5 
yoars of account for 87,1', of all non-returning students with :he 
najoritv v'^-.IVl the 20 to 23 a^e bracket. In contrast, those under 
20 :uu\ . vor oxhihit a ^;roater tendency to continue in college. 

An a:Mlv:U: of the ar.o-scx correlations imlicates that females bctveen 
J ' ai^! 2' vfar:i of are the nost likely not to return although a 
n.ij.ritv V • > . ♦ uon-roturnini; tnalcs are in the same age group, 

lit::, r ro:v,i L rt^ver :otl in the 25 to ay.e group a^; well as persons 
.^vor . !n bath instances, males have a significantly higher tendency 
no: to re-enroll than tlit^ir ff:r.ale equivalents. 

Conversely, the findlnf;s ah'o indicate that the probability of persistence 
\ s: viJ.t'uc who continue* is ;.u't.Mtest among females from 25 to 45 and males 
un.ler 2 ), Males between 20 and 25 and females over 45 are more likely 
to c.M:rinMe than their counterparts. 
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Discussion of Findings : 

Wint' HAVE THEY NOT RETURNED? 

The q'lestian why did they not return is a measure of the effectiveness 
of the coIle«;e r-ectin*; the needs of the conmunity it serves. Further it 
al!:>ws the coLle?;c to review the information in light of those factors 
that: ire wirr.in and beyond its coitrol. Within this context, it appears 
rh i: Tui jor rcasv-^ns for the nor-retuming status of most former students 
.ir-- o:^':.-jr hcy.;nJ. Lhe control of the college or indicate a degree of 

rauti. r*. with its sorvice^. The three major reasons were •'employment" 

V^:* . trar.-.ter to an:rl>o.r f.chool (22.7m) and •'other" (17%)*. Lack of 
::i':cr;.-.t in ar.y a.i J it i -^na I e^iucation was cited by 9.17a of the respondents. 
Of lOsist rtancn wore the two areas within the scope of the college: 
I v)f av I : i I i ry of a course ^^r program ( J.6T.) and ••too hard or failing" 

»• • • ' • 

r-:t\'*; ir(» rolat^si th^t rater, of persistence among the age and 
:tr.■-^•:^: :^ a: t hi; pop' ; 1 : i .m . Employment is the largest factor among 
- .►V ..w.-^ in •?vc!ry ,u:o r'.ro::p. Persons between 20 and 45 cited employment, 
trK. .:-^r. xnd oihcr" a< tl;o tnajor reasons for their non-returning status. 



JZTlJJlL *''-t*i'^d: leavinii to accept a job, a change in working hours 
mi yv I cfi' fli:t hotwo.^n ^.f'pc^c/! classn^. and n work schedule. Transfer 
ir\: r ' "lin* i ro^r yoir in.; M ttit i on or nnother community college* 

•«:•'.:!•• ir^'i. > f;.«'r v 'fpor it ftd family responsibilities (297.) » 

mo;,'.; :r.-;n ar»M enii teM in ^'rvico ^7.j*V), poor qtiality of college 

* an.l mi?;cel i moous iciuns as concern for personal safety in the area. 
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The hmhost rate ot nun-returnoes Is amov.^ females between 20 and 25 
yoar.. ot .x.\o; tor then, tr.msf err int; to anotlior college ranked first 
>U,7 ), t.uH\ .'inp U)y::;ont iJS.JJ, and ot lier ( 17.8;.)"-. Similarly, males 
ix-.i'. J - CO :i:;t.rJ i':n;>lovrr.ont (42. 1':), t rnnsl'crr in« (29.27.) and "other" 

■> . 'tu'or-4lv , thj;:o aroa.-; within the scope of the college were 
n::>Kf i f:>o \>wc--t b;- hotli .•.roups. Ava i lab i li Ly of courses and programs 
an-.vU'.i ot tiu; r.Mlct:. an>l -..ri". of tho. females. TIjc problem of 

.1; : : iou! :v w:tli collf.-.o work rated 0.6"!. iron tlie males and 1.5% from 
th.o : ! thi s t;roup. 

Avai lit;, oi courses and the levol of difficulty were cited principally 
; •' :<•• •''•«•-. A ••.inori:y ot ter.alos under 20 (2.)"^ as well as a few (2.1%) 
b-LVfor. :i a:^.,: "> cited course difficulty as a problem. Course availability 
WIS .iN.. oit..a hv ...S oi ftTMios between 20 and 25 and by 5.7/i of those 
!o:v..er. 23 and -o. Malci; ur.Jor 20 (3.2:.) and between 20 and 25 (3.8%) 
accovaUtd tor the cja jor groups indicating this as a major barrier. 

I.acr; o: iir.erest in further education was usually cited by males over 20 
.n ' .mJ particularly li'.ose over i5 r27.9%^. It also posed a problem for 
.Horre. rvr^io.^ under 20 (10 ) but this became less important as the age 
ranje increase! and accounted for only ^,9% of females over 45. 
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Conclusion : 

WHO IS THE DROP OLT? 

The "drop vjt" rate at Lancy is frequently cited as an example of the 
failure of the college to r.eet student needs. The results of this study 
so-.;:-: t • '-,'.o.; c i on the validity of the tena, "drop out" as applied to the 

n .-^ n - r z \i rn : r.;; :s- r u :i o.n t . 

i:-.' t.irr. "-irop jMit" irplie-, failure of the student as well as the college. 
Y-j* rii.v.-..s listio-l dv -crual non-returning students do not seem to 

iniicire fnluro. Are erplo:.Tnent, transfer, or graduation automatic 
iniication; of r.iil ir.-; Should family responsibilities or enlistment 

.•TV.. - oqu.ue^ with 'nihility to cope in a college situation? 

' - >' in'er? t: in furtlier education or the problem of course 
' • ' ' ■■" • '^'i r-^ : irv )f the student or the collepe? Are 

..r wrv;..tis sn divorcoo from student needs that they do 
* i r r ?rurn? Is "Jrop out." a proper label for every student who 
• ► r;rir ir.:*v f,i :.,.d .,n this study, it seens that these and related 
•.i»T:t seri'jii; rt:-exanxnat ion by the entire Laney community. 



narriu^n, prciin.incy and child care as the major reasons. 



TABLE I 



BREAKDOWN OF INTERVIEW POPUUTION 



N"5186 



CATACORY 


K 


% 


No Answer 


2518 


A8.6 


Not Return 


2033 


39.2 


Appointncnts 


635 


12.2 


TOTAL 


5186 


100% 



TABLE 2 

ACE/SEX DISTRIBUTION OF NON-RETURNING SAMPLE 



N«1195 



i 

1 


SAMPLE 


0-20 


20-25 


25-45 


45 + 


N 


/> 
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7o 


N 


7, 


N 


% 


N 


% 




588 




31 


43.7 


314 


48.6 


200 


50.8 


43 


51.2 


rE>LAr£S 


607 


50.8 


^0 


56.3 


332 


51.4 


194 


49.2 


41 


48.8 


TOTAL 


1195'100 ! 71 


100 


646 


LOO 


394 


100 


84 


100 
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SA.MPLE 


MALES 


FEMALES 






N 


% 


N 


% 


f ' 


7: 1 3.9 


31 


5.3 


40 


6.6 






54.1 


314 


53.4 


332 


54.6 






33.:. 


200 


34.0 


194 


32.0 






7.0 


43 


7.3 


41 


6.8 




1193 


1 00 


5H« 


100 


607 


100 



•^f ST COPY AVAIUfiU 



TABLE 3 
REASONS FOR NON- RETURN 

N-1195 



CATACORY 


N 


X 


EmploNTient 


469 


39.2 


Transferred 


271 


22.7 


Graduated 


88 


7.4 


Too Hard 


12 


1.0 


Course Not 
Avai lablc 


A3 


3.6 


Not Interested 


109 


9.1 


Other 


203 


17.0 


TOTAL 


1195 


100% 
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